This article will present cases that show that to earn a higher income a person has to perform at a higher behavioral developmental stage. People who perform at the Metasystematic Stage 13 will have a better chance of receiving higher compensation than people performing at the Formal Stage 11 or Systematic Stage 12. Evidence indicates that people make more money as their stage of performance goes up. These stages will be defined later in the article.
Previous studies have shown that economic behaviors are related to age and developmental stages. Berti and Bombi (1981) showed that there is a developmental sequence for conceptions about the value and use of money in children. Those conceptions develop along the Piagetian cognitive developmental stages. This study examines whether the stage of development predicts the value an individual obtains in terms of their income.
Introduction to the Model of Hierarchical Complexity
The Model of Hierarchical Complexity (MHC; Bernholt, Parchmann, & Commons, 2009; Commons, Goodheart, Pekker, Dawson, Draney, & Adams, 2008; Commons, Miller, Goodheart, & Danaher-Gilpin, 2005; Dawson, 2002; Skoe, 2014 ) is a nonmentalistic, neoPiagetian and quantitative behavioral development theory. It offers a standard method of examining the universal pattern of development. It presents a framework for scoring reasoning stages in any domain as well as in any cross cultural setting. Because of the nature of the model, the MHC can be used to analyze hierarchical complexity of tasks in various domains including mathematical, logical, scientific, moral, social, and interpersonal domains. The Hierarchical Complexity Scoring System (HCSS; Commons, Miller, et al., 2005) is based not on the content or the participant material, but instead on the mathematical complexity of hierarchical organization of information. In this article, the HCSS is used to score participants' behavior. The participant's performance on a task of a given complexity represents the Order of Hierarchical Complexity.
The Order of Hierarchical Complexity
In the MHC, the different layers in a hierarchical sequence of task complexity are referred to as "orders," and the successful completion of a task of a given order is referred to as "stage." Orders of Hierarchical Complexity (OHC) assess the predicted difficulty of behavior tasks; the higher the order of hierarchical complexity, the greater the difficulty of the task. The OHC is the analysis of one's performance of a specific task. It is different from IQ because it does not measure the inner ability or intelligence of individuals, nor is it static. In total, there are 17 orders of Hierarchical Complexity (see Table 1 ). In the OHC, the higher order is defined by three axioms: (1) Higher order actions are defined in terms of actions at the next lower order of hierarchical complexity; (2) Organize and transform the lower-order actions; (3) Produce organizations of lower-order actions that are new and not arbitrary, and cannot be accomplished by those lower-order actions alone.
Scoring Tasks by Using Hierarchical
Complexity Scoring System HCSS (Commons, Miller, et al., 2005 ) was used to score interviews or assessments that have different levels of difficulty. In the scoring of interviews and narratives, the interviews and narratives describe task solutions, and the scorer attempts to interpret in the statements how the interviews and narratives reflect the stages in the MHC.
Current Study
It will be shown that the higher the stage of performance, the higher the income. In the present case study, the people to be examined were Account Executives and Consultants from a "Company." Participants' stage of performance was assessed from interviews. Our prediction is that Account Executives would perform at a higher stage than the Consultants. They were higher up in the organization. Often, people who are higher up in organizations perform at a higher stage than the people below them. It is also predicted that only the Account Executives would earn more than $200,000 a year in 1996 dollars. In a study by Miller et al. (2015) on the relationship between stage of price goods and services and there income, there was only one 
Method Participants
Twenty-four participants were interviewed. All the participants worked in "a training Company" that trained corporate leaders to meet strategic business objectives. Almost all of the people selling training were interviewed as part of "the Company's" internal research. The company provided training services and advice meant to mobilize employees, accelerate business-initiative implementation, and improve agility. Nine participants worked as Accountant Executives (AE). Fifteen participants worked as Consultants (C) who also sell training but also deliver the training to corporate leaders.
Interviews
The purpose of the overall project was to determine the relationship between the stage of reasoning on typical problems encountered by participants in the performance of their jobs as Account Executives or Consultants and their actual performance on such tasks in real life. All the interview questions for both groups are shown in Tables 2  and 3 . We have found that especially in interviews, it is often only after giving lower stage answers that a person pulls those answers together to give their highest stage answer. Therefore, using the HCSS (Commons, Miller, et al., 2005) participants' person scores are based on the highest stage item the participant performed in the interview.
For the AE interview questions the subsequent columns headings designate the different questions. For example, an Account Executive, in attempting to obtain a contract for "The Company" encountered resistance from CEOs. The CEO's resistance is an important component of the stimulus.
For the Consultant Instrument, the column headings are quite similar, but question D comes before question C. The last two items are different.
Analysis of Participant Responses
The analysis consisted of four parts. First, we conducted layers of contingency setting analysis. In such an analysis, we analyzed the response of a subject to a stimulus using HCSS and predicted the consequence of the response. If the response is adaptive the consequence should result in an increase in similarly adaptive behavior by both the respondent and those with whom the respondent interacts, both below and above in the contingency-setting hierarchy. For example, in the AE interviews, in attempting to obtain a contract for "the Company" the AE did encounter resistance from CEOs. The CEO's resistance is an important component of the stimulus. If account executive accurately discriminated their quandary and their responses addressed the CEO's problem, then the alliance You've earned the CEO's commitment. As a way of selling your proposal the CEO has asked you to participate in a planning meeting with a small group of managers who are the target for the intervention. As a discussion of the scope of the effort proceeds you observe that several members of the group are angry and clearly resistant to the effort.
that the Account Executives forge with the CEO and the other players within the client company will be strengthened. The CEO will in turn respond with additional alliance-strengthening behavior and the Account Executives will have a greater chance of selling the company a plan that successfully addresses its needs. If, on the other hand, the Account Executives do not discriminate the quandary their responses may fail to integrate the information provided by the CEOs and others. Consequently, their plans may not be well received. When this occurs, and the Account Executives continue to undervalue the perspective of the CEOs and others, they are likely to respond defensively or coercively, triggering further resistance from within the client company. A similar analysis can be made of the behavior of Consultants, each alliance between "the Company" and its client is likely to require continuous maintenance throughout the intervention.
In the second part of the analysis, we scored the participant's individual statements for stage of performance of alliance formation. It was hypothesized that the participants would respond at the highest two stages that are usually seen in the Model of Hierarchical Complexity (Systematic Stage 12 or Metasystematic Stage 13). This hypothesis is based on the assessment of the moral atmosphere of a Learning and Developing Company (Morris, 1993) such as "The Company."
In the third part of the analysis, both the difficulty of the task demands (i.e., item difficulty) and the overall performance of the participant in responding to them were assessed. Here, item difficulty is the Order of Hierarchical Complexity of the task.
In the fourth part of the analysis, the research hypothesis was tested, namely that overall performance on the instrument predicted actual work performance. It is expected that the study to show that successful performance is more frequently found with those functioning at the Metasystematic Stage 13. People preforming at higher stages would earn more money than those preforming at lower stages. Previous research has shown that people in transition to the Metasystematic Stage 13 are more likely to benefit from training programs than people beginning at the Systematic Stage 12 (Broderick, 1996) .
Procedure
Participants were interviewed in person.
Results
The results show that Accountant Executives earn more money than Consultants. This is attributable in part to the fact that Accountant Executives perform at Metasystematic Stage 13, which is more hierarchically complex than Consultants' performance at mostly the Systematic Stage 12. Note that these conclusions are based on a very small number of people, a property of case studies. This is a summary of cases does The senior management team has expressed their commitment to the effort. As a demonstration of their commitment they agreed to meet as a group with you for a half day to review their leadership practices. The meeting, however, was rescheduled twice. To make it easier to pull everyone together you have been asked to piggy-back this meeting on an already scheduled staff meeting, confining yourself to 90 minutes. How would you proceed and why? Response to meeting
The meeting received high marks and attending officers expressed enthusiasm for next steps. However, several key managers failed to appear. In addition, at the close of the meeting it was not clear who would take responsibility for what. Nevertheless, the officers stated that they were fully prepared to empower the corporate development department staff to move this initiative forward. They also agreed to commit their own time in helping to kick-off the effort by communicating when necessary to the organization. What will you do next to bolster the intervention and why?
not have nearly enough people to perform a statistical analysis. Item scorings for Accountant Executives and Consultant interview questions are summarized in Tables 4 and 5. Tables 4 and 5 In the Appendix, there is a series of tables illustrating the transition steps of Account Executives. This is included so that the readers have extensive examples of actual answers to the questions and so the reader understands the reasoning and the sees the transitions into the Metasystematic stage. The Appendix starts out with discussion of transition, definitions, and table of transition steps.
Discussion
To sell effectively to CEOs and presidents of the company, this study shows that sales persons have to be performing at the Metasystematic Stage 13. This is supported by the finding that five of six (83%) Account Executives performed at the Metasystematic Stage 13 and five of nine (56%) of those earned more than $200,000. No Consultants earned this much. Because being and performing at the Metasystematic Stage 13 was not perfectly predictive, there have to be other variables predicting success at sales. A larger study would allow for more variables to be measured.
To form an effective alliance between the company being sold to and the company provided the training, the Account Executives had to take the perspective of both companies and integrate them. At the Systematic Stage 12, one would take the perspective of either "the Company" being sold to or "the Company" who provide training services wants and what problems it faces. What a company wants consists of many things that may be organized into a system. For a simplistic example, it would be to increase market share and at the same time, improve margins. It also may face a multitude of problems that inhibit it from satisfying those wants. They might include (a) not enough money spent on research and development to grow market share with new products, or (b) the marketing people not targeting early adopters and forward looking customers in the market research. Together they form another system. The account executive might need to sell training the integrates those two systems into a metasystem. They might have to understand the culture of the company to which they are trying to sell to and how that may match the systems of training their own company may provide, another metasystem. The person selling has to work closely with the CEO or presidents to show that they understand the company as well as wants and problems. They have to show how the training company might successfully address those identified problems. Also they have to show that the Accountant Executives were there for "the Company" being sold to. They would be responsive in a dynamic way to what training consultants do and in what problems they faced. They also will monitor the effectiveness of the training from "the Company's" perspective.
In the United States, most sales people make most of their money on commission, not base salary. For account executives, to reach $200,000, they would be selling about 1 million in training. It is also the case that people are promoted to become account executives because of their past history of high sales.
Because the number of people performing at the Metasystematic Stage 13 is only 1.7% (Commons, Li, et al., 2014) , it is very hard to find people who perform at the stage. One may screen prospective employees for positions using stage assessments as well as interest assessments. One set of instruments used is "the Laundry problem" (Commons, Li, et al., 2014) , and another is a version of "the Doctor Patient problem" (Commons, Goodheart, Rodriguez, & Gutheil, 2006). The question remains about whether one can train people to move up in stage.
Maybe it would be possible to generalize causal relationship between hierarchically complex reasoning and its consequences in terms of business development. Commons' (2014) stages of investing shows much greater economic success in investing. Jaques (1994) has shown that successful organizational leadership is well described by their stratum, which is partially about stages of development. Some ongoing studies of leadership of companies show the top leader in successfully growing companies perform at the Metasystematic Stage 13. 
Substeps Between Stages
In between the two stage of hierarchical complexity, Commons (2014) believes that the rate of reinforcement may cause small perturbations in behaviors. Once perturbed, switching to a new behavior may increases the rate further if it is further along in transition. But, switching is not deterministic, it is probabilistic. By increasing the probability of transition, one will eventually move up to the higher stage of development from the lower stage of development.
Transition steps are somewhat different from transition subtask actions and especially subsubtask actions. For a review of the history, see Commons and Richards (2002) and Ross (2008) . For a comparison please see Commons (2014) . Table A1 shows the steps of transition via substages. A represents a stimulus in one behavior of a specific domain, B represent another stimulus in the same behavior as in stimulus A. Tables A2, A3 , and A4 explain transitions between two stages in detail. Tables A5, A6 , and A7 shows the scoring detail of some Accountant Executives to show the applications of the transition model to transitions between various stages.
Expanded Substeps for Model of Hierarchical Complexity
(Appendices continue) They begin to know when they work and when they do not. They systematically check to see whether norms work or not. They avoid false alarms, but often at the cost of losing hits Undergeneralizing.
Step 4 .
11.4
Acquire the 10 rule (integration).
(Appendices continue) Steps Order Action
Step 0 Steps Order Action
Step 0 12.0 Recognizing the failure of a stage 12 strategy. Subjects learn that linear logic with one causal variable fails.
Step 1 12.1 They turn against system and switch to the self.
Step 2 12.2 Alternative between using one variable in one situation and another variable in another.
Step 3 12.3.0 You put two or more variables together and try to relate them to an outcome. The combination of variables is "willy-nilly" (i.e., arbitrary). Relations are not ordered. 12.3.1
They start to get hits and think everything fits together. is not reinforced. Alliance should be strengthened.
(Appendices continue) 
